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The study tests the big five personality traits on entrepreneurial, professional and leadership 
(EPL) self-efficacies, job and entrepreneurial outcome expectation. It also examined the influence 
of these efficacies on their corresponding outcome expectations. The study design was cross-
sectional and used a sample of 363 new graduates from Nigeria’s tertiary institutions. We used a 
regression path analysis to determine the causal model tested in this study. Results showed that 
extraversion, openness and agreeableness significantly lead to concurrently high EPL self-
efficacies, neuroticism inversely related to professional and leadership self-efficacies, but 
conscientiousness did not relate with any of the self-efficacies. Second, agreeableness, neuroticism, 
and conscientiousness led to job and entrepreneurial outcome expectations. Third, only leadership 
self-efficacy led to both job and entrepreneurial outcome expectations. These findings deepen our 
understanding of how entrepreneurial, professional and career mindset can be achieved in an 
individual. 
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Contribution of this paper to the literature 
This paper showed the role of the big-five personality in the development of career adaptability.  
 
1. Introduction 
Nowadays, given the changing and unpredictable world of work, scholars and governments are in agreement 
about graduates’ ability to adapt to other areas outside of their primary field of study. To achieve this, 
entrepreneurship education was introduced into school curricula at all levels of education. Governments also have 
introduced several programmes to stimulate entrepreneurial interest among the youths. Despite all that has been 
done, school graduates remain attached to the traditional career of white-collar jobs (Sinclair, 2008). The reason for 
this, according to Frese, Gielnik, and Mensmann (2016) is that government programmes to facilitate 
entrepreneurship, without proper consideration of the psychological sides will lead to failure of such programmes.  
The psychological aspects of adapting to different career paths have attracted theoretical and empirical 
attention from scholars. Prominent theorists such as Savickas (2013) have shed light on this crucial topic. Further 
theoretical explanations came from Lent and Brown (2013) called the social cognitive model of career self-
management (CSM). CSM is a process theory of adaptive career behaviour across the life span. Another theoretical 
explanation is from Chan et al. (2012). They introduced a theory that showed that people could subjectively be 
concurrently high on entrepreneurship, leadership and professional (EPL) career motivation, self-efficacy and 
intention. The main thrust of this theory is that graduates should be simultaneously high on EPL career mindset in 
order not to be stranded when they enter the labour market. However, their theory did not discuss the predictors 
of this framework. The purpose of this study, therefore, is to investigate the antecedent of one of their theoretical 
construct – i.e. EPL self-efficacy. We did this by integrating the Chan et al.’s EPL framework with Lent and 
Brown’s CSM framework. 
 
2. Theoretical Frameworks and Literature Review 
2.1. Social Cognitive Theory of Career Self-Management (CSM) 
The CSM is a process theory proposed by Lent and Brown (2013). It is an updated version of the social 
cognitive career theory (SCCT) of Lent, Brown, and Hackett (1994). Whereas SCCT is a content theory of how 
people arrive at a particular career choice, the CSM is a process theory of the different activities people engage in to 
manage, cope, adjust to changes etc. concerning various phases of career life throughout the lifetime. It is a theory 
that emphasizes proactively influencing to things to work in one’s favour, rather than passively waiting for an 
opportunity to come. For instance, a graduate should not wait for an advert to be placed before sending 
applications to the organizations of his choice. The theory is not assuming that all the power to change things is in 
the hands of the actors; it just argues that a substantial ability to change things is in the hands of the actors.  
 
2.2. The Entrepreneurship, Professionalism, Leadership (EPL) Career Framework 
The EPL framework by Chan et al. (2012) is a specific strategy that actors can use during the process of career 
entry, especially after graduating from school. It argues that graduates should be not only professional minded but 
also entrepreneurial and leadership inclined. This is because being a professional is limiting, and the times we live 
in require people to be able to adapt to different changes as they come. A professionally-minded graduate may find 
himself stranded in an environment where there is a high rate of unemployment. Surviving in such an environment 
requires being entrepreneurially inclined since entrepreneurship as been seen as a panacea for unemployment. 
Furthermore, even in an organization, a professional who suddenly finds himself in a managerial position has to 
know how to lead people to achieve organizational goals. Thus, the theory proposes that individuals have to be 
concurrently high in entrepreneurial (E), professional (P) and leadership (L) career mindset in order to cope with 
the work challenges of today.  
 
2.3. Personality and EPL Self-Efficacy 
The theoretical proposition of CSM argues that personality predicts self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is the subjective 
confidence that an individual has about his/her perceived ability to perform an action or complete a process. In the 
context of EPL, this means that the individual has the confidence to be concurrently high in entrepreneurial, 
professional, and leadership self-efficacy. Many types of researches in vocational studies (e.g., Ireland & Lent, 2018; 
Lim, Lent, & Penn, 2016) and entrepreneurship (e.g., Fuller, Liu, Bajaba, Marler, & Pratt, 2018; Prabhu, McGuire, 
Drost, & Kwong, 2012) have found personality to predict self-efficacy. Within the context of EPL, Chan, Uy, Chan., 
Uy, Chernyshenko, Ho, and Sam (2015) investigated the relationship between personality and EPL motivation. 
However, there has not been an empirical investigation on the role of personality on EPL self-efficacy.  
Thus, studies examining the personality trait (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and 
openness) that leads to high EPL self-efficacy is lacking. Brandstätter (2011) showed extraversion, 
conscientiousness and openness to be relevant to entrepreneurship. Therefore, this study proposes that these traits 
should positively predict entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Also, we expect that these traits will positively influence 
leadership self-efficacy. This is premised on the high relationship that has been found (Butler, 2017; Felix, Aparicio, 
& Urbano, 2019) between entrepreneurship and leadership. Furthermore, Chan et al. (2015) found a positive 
correlation between personality traits and entrepreneurial and leadership aspects of EPL motivation. On the 
professional aspect of EPL self-efficacy, we argue that the traits mentioned above will also be high on professional 
efficacy. This is because all of the participants sampled for the study were graduates, so, they should have 
professional efficacy to perform in their area of specialization.  
Hypothesis 1: Extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness will lead to concurrently high EPL self-efficacy, whereas, 
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2.4. Personality, Job and Entrepreneurial Outcome Expectations 
Outcome expectation is the beliefs about the consequences of performing an action. Self-efficacy is about “Can I 
do it”, whereas, outcome expectation is about “What will happen if I do it”. CSM theory identifies different types of 
outcome expectations: social (e.g., benefits to my family), material benefits (e.g. monetary gains) or self-evaluative 
(e.g., self-approval) outcome expectations. Lanero, Vázquez, and Aza (2016) also identified two types of outcome 
expectations, which are: internal or external outcome expectations. In the context of this study, we have two 
outcome expectations, which are: job (JOE) and entrepreneurial outcome expectations (EOE). JOE asks the 
question: “what will happen if I get a good job”. Similarly, EOE is about: “what will happen if I venture into my 
own business”.    
CSM theory did not propose a direct path from personality to outcome expectations. However, recent empirical 
studies (Brown & Cinamon, 2015, 2016) have shown a direct path from personality to outcome expectations. In this 
study, we argue that just as personality determines who has self-efficacy for a particular action, it also should 
determine the belief about the consequences of an action. Personality has been proven to influence career choice 
(Rogers, Creed, & Glendon, 2008). People get attracted to careers whose expected outcomes are valued. For 
instance, open individuals should like the consequences of being a professional and an entrepreneur because their 
personality allows for receptiveness to different options. Conscientious individuals are achievement-driven. 
Achievement motivation is a core aspect of entrepreneurial pursuit; therefore, we proposed that conscientious 
people will score higher on EOE. Also, conscientious people are planful, think carefully before acting, and accept 
traditional norms. These characteristics are oriented towards a more traditional career. Thus, we argue that those 
high on conscientious personality will also be high on JOE. Extraverted people are assertive, dominant energetic 
and outgoing people. These characteristics are also useful for entrepreneurial careers than salaried jobs. So, high 
extraverted individuals should more incline towards EOE than JOE. Agreeable individuals are cooperative, loving, 
less self-centred. Therefore, agreeable individuals should be inclined towards JOE than EOE. Finally, neuroticism 
has to do with negative emotions towards a particular task. Therefore, individuals high in neuroticism should score 
low on both EOE and JOE. 
Hypothesis 2: Extraversion, conscientiousness and openness will lead to high EOE and JOE, whereas, neuroticism and 
agreeableness will lead to only high JOE.  
 
2.5. EPL Self-Efficacy, Job and Entrepreneurial Outcome Expectations 
Self-efficacy has been both theoretically and empirically proven to influence outcome expectations. EPL self-
efficacy should influence corresponding outcome expectation (Lent & Brown, 2006). That is, entrepreneurial self-
efficacy aspect of EPL should influence a corresponding EOE; professional self-efficacy influences a corresponding 
JOE. Lastly, leadership self-efficacy should influence both EOE and JOE because outcome expectations associated 
with leadership can be found both as a business owner and as a manager in an organization. 
Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurial and professional self-efficacy should lead to its corresponding outcome expectation, but 
leadership self-efficacy should lead to both types of outcome expectations.  
 
3. Methods 
3.1. Study Participants 
Participants were 363 National Youth Service Corps (NYSC) members, selected from three cities (Abuja, Kano, 
and Ado-Ekiti) in Nigeria. We collected data in a paper and pencil format after developing a rapport with the 
participants.  One hundred and ninety-one (52.6%) were male, and one hundred and seventy-two (47.4%) were 
females. Their age ranged from 19 to 39. The mean age is 25.82, and the SD is 3.08. Yoruba ethnic group was 
26.7%, Igbo was 16.5%, Hausa 36.4%, and the South-south was 20.4%. The number of Christians was 79.6%, and 
Muslims were 20.4%. 
 
3.2. Research Instruments 
We used four research instruments in this study. They are EPL self-efficacy, EOE, JOE, and personality scales. 
EPL self-efficacy. This was measured with the scale developed by Chan et al. (2012). This was a 19-item scale 
measured on a 5-point Likert scale with endpoints of not at all confident to extremely confident. Sample items include: 
“Come up with ideas for products and services that may be needed in a market” (entrepreneurial self-efficacy); 
“Become one of the best experts or professionals in my field of specialization” (professional self-efficacy); and 
“Motivate others working with me to do more than they dreamed that could do” (leadership self-efficacy). The 
three dimensions of EPL self-efficacy have Cronbach’s alpha that ranged from .84 to .88. As for validity, Chan et al. 
(2012) subjected the scale to both exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The fit indices for 
this include a Comparative Fit Index (CFI) that ranged from .90 to .91 and Standardized Root Mean Square 
Residual (SRMR) that ranged from .04 to .05 for each factor.  
JOE. This was measured with Kolvereid (1996) scale. We rewrote the scale’s instructions to capture job 
outcome expectations. The revised instruction reads: “If I found a good job, I expect the following things will 
happen…” like it was done in other measures of outcome expectations (e.g., Lent, Ezeofor, Morrison, Penn, & 
Ireland, 2016) Change of scales instructions have been done by other researchers such as Lim et al. (2016). It was 
an 11-item scale, measured on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”. The scale was 
found to be reliable with the subscales ranging from .68 to .90. Also, from the data collected for this study, the scale 
reported a Cronbach’s Alpha of .81. 
EOE. This was measured with a scale developed by Lanero, Vázquez, and Aza (2015). They developed two 
subscales (namely: extrinsic and intrinsic) for entrepreneurial outcome expectation. For this study; however, the 
subscales were collapsed into one single measure of entrepreneurial outcome expectation. Altogether, the scale is a 
14-item scale measured on a Likert scale from 1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”. The scale has a 
reliability coefficient of .92, and convergent validity was calculated using Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and it 
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ranged from .64 to .70 for the subscales. Sample items include: “good economic compensation”; “the chance to 
perform challenging and interesting work”.  
Personality. Personality was measured by the Big Five Inventory (BFI) developed by John and Srivastava 
(1999). Lent et al. (2016) found this scale to be very appropriate for career-related issues. It is a 44-item scale. It 
comprises five subscales (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to experience). 
Extraversion subscale consists of eight items. Sample item includes: “I see myself as someone who generates a lot 
of enthusiasm”. Agreeableness consists of nine items. Sample item includes: “I see myself as someone who is helpful 
and unselfish with others”. Conscientiousness has nine items, and a sample item is: “I see myself as someone who 
makes plans and follows through with them”. Neuroticism has eight items, and sample item includes: “I see myself 
as someone who gets nervous easily”. Finally, openness has ten items. Sample item includes: “I see myself as 
someone who is curious about many different things”. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale ranged from .79 to .88. For 
validity, John and Srivastava reported convergent validity for the five factors that ranged from .83 to .97 
 
4. Results 
The descriptive statistics comprising of mean and standard deviation with the zero-order correlations of the 
variables in this study are presented in Table 1. Looking Table 1, apart from neuroticism that is not significantly 
correlated with job (r = -.09, p > .05) and entrepreneurial (r = -.07, p > .05) outcome expectation, all the other 
variables of this study are positively correlated with each other.  
 
Table-1. Mean scores, standard deviations, and inter-correlations between the variable entered into the model. 
Variable Mean SD          
Extraversion 1.05 .27 -         
Agreeableness 2.68 .48 .66** -        
Conscientiousness 1.50 .25 .54** .67** -       
Neuroticism 21.93 4.29 -.09 -.22** -.35** -      
Openness 35.33 4.08 .57** .54** .47** -.18** -     
Entrepreneurship SE 3.45 .72 .37** .38** .28** -.13* .33** -    
Professional SE 3.75 .70 .43** .49** .43** -.27** .42** .75** -   
Leadership SE 3.80 .71 .45** .48** .42** -.25** .40** .83** .92** -  
JOE 43.46 6.58 .36** .35** .26** .09 .31** .31** .32** .32** - 
EOE 60.04 8.57 .51** .55** .49** -.07 .40** .43** .50** .51** .55** 
Note: SE = self-efficacy, EOE = entrepreneurial outcome expectation, JOE = job outcome expectation, *p≤.05, **p≤.01. 
 
4.1. Hypotheses Testing 
We used a regression path analysis to test the hypotheses raised in this study, using analysis of moment 
structure (AMOS) version 23. For the hypothesized model, scholars (e.g., Iacobucci, 2010; Worthington & 
Whittaker, 2006) are unanimous about the importance of fit statistics for any hypothesized model. This model 
showed a chi-squared value of χ2(14) =.632, p = .655; Comparative fit index (CFI)  value of 1.0; root mean square 
error of approximation (RMSEA) of .000; closeness of fit (PCLOSE) = .98 and; standardized root mean square 
residual (SRMR) = .02. All these fit statistics meet the standard values of a good statistical model. 
 
 
Figure-1. The relationship between personality EPL self-efficacies and outcome expectations. *p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001. 
 
Looking at Table 2 and Figure 1, the result of hypothesis one was partly supported. Extraversion led to high 
entrepreneurial (β = .17, p <.05), professional (β = .17, p <.01) and leadership (β = .22, p <.001) self-efficacy. 
Openness also led to high entrepreneurial (β = .14, p <.05), professional (β = .18, p <.001) and leadership (β = .14, 
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p <.05) self-efficacies. Contrary to our hypothesis, agreeableness contributed to entrepreneurial (β = .19, p <.01), 
professional (β = .29, p <.001) and leadership (β = .26, p <.001) self-efficacy. Conscientiousness surprisingly 
however, did not significantly influence any of the self-efficacies. Lastly, neuroticism negatively related to 
professional (β = -.12, p <.001) and leadership (β = -.12, p <.001) self-efficacies.  
For hypothesis two, none of our hypothesized models led to EOE and JOE. Conscientiousness, however, led to 
a significant EOE (β = .19, p <.001), as shown in Table 2 and Figure 1. Therefore, (except for the 
conscientiousness that was partially supported), our alternate hypothesis is rejected.  Neuroticism also significantly 
related with EOE (β = .25, p <.001) and JOE (β = .18, p <.001)  
 
Table-2. Results of the significant paths in the model. 
Hypothesized paths β B SE (B) P 
Openness → Leadership SE .14 .024 .010 <.05 
Extraversion → Leadership SE .22 .573 .163 <.001 
Agreeableness → Leadership SE .26 .391 .091 <.001 
Neuroticism → Leadership SE -.12 -.128 .029 <.001 
Openness → Entrepreneurial SE .14 .024 .011 <.05 
Openness → Professional SE .18 .030 .010 .001 
Leadership SE → JOE .24 2.258 .497 <.001 
Extraversion →Entrepreneurial SE .17 .436 .176 <.05 
Extraversion →Professional SE .17 .435 .160 <.01 
Agreeableness →Entrepreneurial SE .19 .289 .099 <.01 
Agreeableness →Professional SE .29 .416 .089 <.001 
Agreeableness → JOE .22 3.077 .734 <.001 
Agreeableness → EOE .25 4.521 1.005 <.001 
Conscientiousness → EOE .19 6.558 1.755 <.001 
Neuroticism →Professional SE -.12 -.123 .034 <.001 
Neuroticism → JOE .25 2.394 .457 <.001 
Neuroticism → EOE .18 2.229 .514 <.001 
Leadership SE → EOE .33 4.045 .554 <.001 
Note: SE = self-efficacy, EOE = entrepreneurial outcome expectations, JOE = job outcome expectations.  
 
The result of hypothesis three, as presented in Table 2 and Figure 1, is also partially supported. Contrary to 
our predictions, entrepreneurial and professional self-efficacy did not influence their corresponding outcome 
expectations. However, in consonance with our hypothesis, leadership self-efficacy led to job (β = .24, p <.001) and 
entrepreneurial outcome expectations (β = .33, p <.001). 
Finally, as presented in Figure 1, extraversion, openness, and agreeableness contributed 18% (R2 = .18) of the 
variance in entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and neuroticism contributed 30% 
(R2 = .30) of the variance in professional and 29% (R2 = .29) of the variance in leadership self-efficacies. 
 
5. Discussion 
The result of hypothesis one supported the theoretical propositions of Lent and Brown (2013) about the 
relationship between personality traits and self-efficacy. There are some points to highlight from this result. First, 
past studies (e.g., Antoncic, Bratkovic Kregar, Singh, & DeNoble, 2015; Kerr, Kerr, & Xu, 2018) have found 
business founders to be low on agreeableness personality, this study, however, found that agreeable people are high 
in entrepreneurial self-efficacy. The explanation for this could be that, since self-efficacy is subjective confidence to 
achieve a purpose, agreeable people tend to agree with others that they have self-efficacy to be an entrepreneur. 
The same argument applies to their positive relationship with professional self-efficacy. Educated agreeable people 
may also be quick to assume they have the confidence (i.e. self-efficacy) to be a professional. Lastly, on the positive 
relationship between agreeableness and leadership self-efficacy, leadership, on the surface, is about relationships. 
Agreeable people may have the confidence to be a leader because they are good at working together with people. 
Another point to highlight in hypothesis one is the non-significant relationship between conscientiousness and the 
self-efficacies in this study. Unlike past researches that found conscientiousness as an essential predictor of 
entrepreneurial (e.g., Zhao & Seibert, 2006) or vocational (e.g., Brown & Hirschi, 2013; Lent et al., 2016) self-
efficacy, this study found that conscientiousness did not relate with any of the self-efficacies investigated in this 
study. Antoncic et al. (2015) also find that conscientiousness did not relate to entrepreneurial intention and 
behaviour. More specifically, Chan et al. (2015) corroborated the result of hypothesis one by showing that 
conscientiousness performed poorly with respect to entrepreneurial and professional motivation. Neuroticism, as 
shown in the result of hypothesis one was negatively related with both professional and leadership self-efficacies. 
This result also corroborated the report of many studies (e.g., Hartman & Betz, 2007; Nauta, 2004; Schaub & 
Tokar, 2005; Spurk & Abele, 2011) that also showed that neuroticism negatively related with self-efficacy. 
The result of hypothesis two showed that only conscientiousness and neuroticism related to both EOE and 
JOE. Studies relating personality to outcome expectations are scarce. But the few ones available, such as Brown 
and Cinamon (2015) and Chan et al. (2015) also supported our result by showing that conscientiousness and 
neuroticism related to outcome expectations. This result also partly supported the theoretical proposition of Tran 
and Von Korflesch (2016)  about the direct influence of personality traits on outcome expectation. 
The result of hypothesis three countered the theoretical proposition of  Lent and Brown (2013) by showing in 
hypothesis three that entrepreneurial and professional self-efficacies did not significantly relate with their 
corresponding outcome expectations. Leadership self-efficacy related, however, with both outcome expectations. 
The reason for this result may be the fact that leadership self-efficacy is needed in both entrepreneurial and salaried 
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jobs. Therefore, individuals high in leadership self-efficacy may find outcome expectations associated with 
entrepreneurial and job outcome expectations appealing.  
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